REMARKS 

v < ■< * i\ u „ ^ is s - ; 1 ~>o " 2™ 3 ind>-""Un been 
amended I avora ) - ec( nsi deration i- requested 

Claims 1 1-19 and 27-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101, under In re Bilski. The 
Examiner look the position that the steps are not tied to another statutory class, such as a machine. 
A ypropria e o; ~ i the rejects d c aims have heei amended toe or rv\ ; e nh lie t so steps oi th; 
JarniotXu . ' ^ >pj » . i >s . , e* >, m o •> ^ ^ , % >J e 

rejection is k,x\ 1 h requested. 

Claims .1-5, 9-16, 19-23, 26-32 and 36-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
1 ^ >kr N (Si o o H (Sh up e* • » ^ev> o f 0 S Patent -<u . vu "> "DtDafd 

and further in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0076048 (Mars) and Official Notice. 
Claims .6, 17, 24 and 33-34 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Shinn et ah in view of 
Daniels in view of liars in view of Official Notice, and further in view of U.S. Patent 5.2.12,731 
(Zimroerrnann). Claims 7-8, 18, 25 and 35 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over Shinn et al. 
in view of Daniels in view of Hars in view of Official Notice, and further in view of U.S. Patent 
> 1 eon,t in on v., d s 1 m >v 

i,a] < ' i i o ! 1 h neots p in the 

Amendn ear i h\i or i- s > v * i u imm d no i < cuv. < 

suggest the it uroiPk independent claims, and that one of ordinan skid in the art would not 
have combined them in any event, as well as the arguments presented in the most recent 
Amendment filed on May 8, 2009, 

foe independent claims oi the present application all require, ia effect, an identifier 
mi e to the ended kgtiimah ?es> otion of the trading ta to be to nittet a arm meed 
l iars, on the other hand, relates to a system and method for preventing illicit copying and processing 

Oh I I' Lv< i. C KnH in.s i -'Kil C (] «. UlM ti) ! i !< j 

i Ovn J\v ■> v t>' n ggest 1 v!t, ms„ u uhi mUbade c a i ! " i 

10 



■\x cat ion ^0.10/7^1,703 . ; Jii\: " ' 

dependent u sJ o o\ \ Ik e_a nti < •> j a j t } r «. 1 di i 

the case of Wars), which presumably for a CD would be the person who bought ihe CD m a shop or 
iMi an online retailer, for exampie. 

\1 - ^[s < '1 l } , u-^ ICtC W << 1 10 KuJl.1 ' MiC^ \- ^ 

and [0006] of Hats) arc mass-produced, and CDs of the same album are all identical. While various 

files irdunif >k n jUL^niKX ' xC $ Keg i ^ -> m 1 " 

t i iiti o 1 ^ \ ' i 1 ^ t i i v n i i Ox ] i t 

1 ! W , , 

lo 'hUin .vs t to K i Mo K ! v i f 1 \ ouki > t UP humbe 

11 I k Dili I I* X " i a , - Xv. tt Ml 1 m ) vi HJ ! 

1 Kuius;i .n. 1 v K"i t g s ! it K I i o a be 

known during production and so the intended recipient could not be added. What can be added is 
mi rmatkw not dependen m the k i c ti nation of the musk such as a hum m 

U'fovmem. a bell a beep tic ok t > s ; * ereh) c e m\enrj< n 

defined by claims 1 , 1 L 20, and 27 goes against, the teaching of Wars. 

hus, over and above x et k i he previous re poi 5 < i 

x ereii I t u i s relates t( ? «. > > that t 

• t. p e^ 1 <> ui n t vx 1 ■> s k v i i 5 ; i 

lOqi U I ! ! o X > ! ' i t IvlIklU 1 

recipient (e.g., the trading floor identifier), which is nowhere found in i ha s. and which could not he 
chn\ed he comcxt H > T Mem Ihuv e\ en if Haw o em 1 v < Sciences, n 

does not leach or suggest the claimed invention, 

e Ex er has i lakt ' - x > s t )i 
paragraph of the Office Action, that "it is old and well known that a Jailer could he the source of the 
digita v mi m rap.Vshavi breaks in he s< tgsa i.ng the source o.i he download avid the e t o 
tl e content c^ x ic d Ho so u t\ oiiviJ \ k x f \o ! as culm 
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\m ! i } c t n 1 1 '-i i v i t <Fcbi n ? ' ' 

application, 

ill p 111 i! ! t v C v ( - ' 

1 i! 1 XI I Mi «. ! K I } v W 

fflown sre not capable n st 1 I tionabl st si \ t > > • 

It is well established under U.S. Patent haw that prior art rejections must be based on 
evi.de c« G lh m % Fohn )eere Cc >S3 US 1 (1966) en i * )vioustu action is 

\l- , iV 1 ! ] 1 ij S 1 '0 " 1 U 1U ru i < s J < t ICVC 

of skill was. In re Kaplan, 229 U.S.P.Q, 678, 683 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Such a prior art rejection must 
It. inev, which will be subje radietion » 

explanation by affidavits of the applicant or other persons. MFEP §2144,03. 

This requisite evidence has not been provided in the Office Action. Since the Office 
Action has not provided evidence to support the taking of Official Notice, Applicant respectfully 

^it s t Mi n 1 — Ll\<i II v UClvWULC Of J 1 M > H>! o! 

t v v. \ ' v. . ! J v ' > t pp < >,\ > < ! 1 M > n fl dl < (Ml 

such support evidence, this rejection must be withdrawn. 

1 r eec f ch doc uHiM\! 1 .u he Fxamira seni o uto i 
clear in vk he prio > c application ? h > e in t eld ip3 

downloads in the last 6 years. Absent such a citation Ik such knowledge existed prior to 
Ox pin Hi l .k Idum e ^ k ^ i > ^ i t u i pi m ni flu 
MPEP. 

1 at 1 ics even i t i < 1 v v e is. for pi >ses it take 

nu. nt w indcj e idoit dean- ^to uotohunas th, h > n \ ii u m ' 

in the Examiner's unsubstantiated Official Notice, it is the source of the digital 
ecording that is the filler. In contrast, a moncd ab« in t neci inventio k 
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s > i it ' I »e extra informal; at d« s c c i t *. 

unsubstantiated Official Notice provided in the Office Action tails to provide any teaching or 
suggestion e e i v t! i I ! jppHcai In any eve s se wi 

re_nad 10 ILrs, dv ^eld of n:M dwtfoat o cot;)'.*^'; undated to :l t ,eia of Lse p-esem 
invention. 

dcx\ 1 - ! Amd i m the pi f mvunced 

l v I i« * Alio s is because the svstert v •> o "> vvorks 

i nd-ihammg the recipient oi the data, in the ease that the 
vJim i^n Ik i I . i > . 1 k , ik 1 \ s ! n el i I 0>e 

o s v * J UU tkll s i i v I i ) i i 

aspect would not result 

In view of the foregoing, and the arguments presented in the previous Amendments:, the 
ndependt ed patents cited epei d 

patentable for at least the same reasons as their respective base claims. 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, applicant believes the pending 
application is in condition for allowance. 

Dated; December 7. 2009 Respectfully submitted. 
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